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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-13, 16-19, 22, 23, and 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Reed et al, (U.S. Patent No. 5,862.325) and 
Wilson et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,070,159). 

3. Reed renders obvious independent claims 1 and 10 as follows: 
"...identifying said data on said storage device..." at col. 34, lines 4-17 and col. 
70, lines 26-31. 

"...categorizing said identified data..." at col. 7, lines 7-9 and col. 34, lines 4-7. 
"...based on a category thereof..." at col. 7, lines 7-9, 
Reed does not teach the reallocation of data. 

4. However, Wilson teaches the reallocation of data as follows: 
"...and reallocating at least a portion of said identified data..." at col. 9, lines 9-14, 
col. 8, lines 56-61, and col. 5, lines 30-36. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to combine Wilson with Reed to provide for the reallocation of data in 
order to minimize the amount of small blocks of storage that can not be used 
efficiently and increase the amount of available storage space on storage units. 
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Reed and Wilson teach similar applications. They both teach the use of 
computers, the use of databases, the use of networks, the use of files, the use of 
records, the use of data, the use of groups, the use of identifiers, the use of 
portions, and the use of users. Reed provides the identification and categorizing 
of data, the use of storage devices, and providing alerts when thresholds are 
reached and Wilson provides the reassignment of portions of identified data. 

5. As per independent claim 28, the "...means for identifying data on 
said storage device...," is taught by Reed at col. 34, lines 4-7 and col. 70, lines 
26-31 , 

the "...means for categorizing said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 7, lines 7-9 
and col. 34, lines 4-7, 

the "...means for alerting a user...," is taught by Reed at col. 56, lines 35-37, 
the "...when a threshold for said categorized data is satisfied...," is taught by 
Reed at col. 89, lines 55-58 and col. 7, lines 7-9, 

"...and means for reallocating at least a portion of said identified data...," is taught 

by Wilson at col. 9. lines 9-14, col. 8, lines 56-61 , and col. 5, lines 30-36, 

and the "...after said user is alerted...," is taught by Reed at col. 56, lines 35-37. 

6. As per claim 2, the "...alerting a user when at least one 
threshold...," is taught by Reed at col. 56, lines 35-37 and col. 89, lines 55-58 
and the "...for a category of said data is satisfied...," is taught by Reed col. 7, 
lines 7-9 and col. 31, lines 56-57. 

7. As per claims 3 and 22, the "...defining a number of categories for 
said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 17. lines 35-37 and col. 104, lines 20-24. 
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8. As per claim 4, the "...reallocating at least a portion of said 
identified data...," is taught by Wilson at col. 9, lines 9-14, col. 8, lines 56-61 , and 
col. 5, lines 30-36 

and the "...comprises moving said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 69, lines 28- 
30. 

9. As per claim 5, the "...reallocating at least a portion of said 
identified data...," is taught by Wilson at col. 9, lines 9-14, col. 8, lines 56-61, and 
col. 5, lines 30-36 

and the "...comprises compressing said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 14, 
lines 41-47. 

10. As per claims 6 and 26, the "...reallocating at least a portion of said 
identified data...," is taught by Wilson at col. 9, lines 9-14, col. 8, lines 56-61, and 
col. 5, lines 30-36 

and the "...comprises archiving said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 21, lines 
52-60. 

11. As per claims 7 and 27, the "...reallocating at least a portion of said 
identified data...," is taught by Wilson at col. 9, lines 9-14, col. 8, lines 56-61, and 
col. 5, lines 30-36 

and the "...comprises moving said data to an Internet storage device...," is taught 
by Reed at col. 69, lines 28-30 and col. 27. lines 36-45. 

12. As per claim 8, the "...identifying and categorizing said data...," is 
taught by Reed at col. 34, lines 4-7 and col. 7, lines 7-9 
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and the "...is performed on a periodic basis...," is taught by Reed at col. 27, lines 
45-47. 

13. As per claim 9, the "...identifying and categorizing said data...," is 
taught by Reed at col. 34, lines 4-7 and col. 7, lines 7-9 

and the "...is based on at least one attribute of said data...," is taught by Reed at 
col. 29, lines 44-46, 

14. As per claim 1 1 , the "...program code for identifying data on said 
storage device...," is taught by Reed at col. 34, lines 4-7 and col. 70, lines 26-31 
and the "...comprises program code for generating and maintaining a list of data 
on said storage device...," is taught by Reed at col. 8, lines 64-65, col. 29, lines 
52-53, and col. 70, lines 26-31. 

15. As per claim 12, the "...management interface...," is taught by Reed 
at col. 16, lines 15-21, 

the "...and program code for displaying said categorized data to a user...," is 

taught by Reed at col. 26, lines 49-52 and col. 7, lines 7-9, 

and the "...via said management interface...," is taught by Reed at col. 16, lines 

15-21. 

16. As per claim 13, the "...said management interface...," is taught by 
Reed at col. 16, lines 15-21 

and the "...comprises a graphic for displaying said categorized data...," is taught 
by Reed at col. 66, lines 19-26 and col. 7, lines 7-9. 

17. As per claim 16, the "...comprising program code for receiving 
commands from said user...," is taught by Reed at col. 52, lines 25-29, 
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the "...for reallocating said portion...," is taught by Wilson at col. 9, lines 9-14 and 
col. 8, lines 56-61 , 

the "...of said categorized data...," is taught by Reed at col. 7, lines 7-9, 

and the "...via said management interface...," is taught by Reed at col. 16, lines 

15-21. 

18. As per claim 17, the "...said commands comprise selections of said 
categorized data...," is taught by Reed at col. 52, lines 25-29, col. 7, lines 1-9, 
and col. 71, lines 14-16 

and the "...for managing said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 71 , lines 14-16. 

19. As per claim 18, the "...said management interface is displayed for 
said user...," is taught by Reed at col. 16, lines 15-21 and col. 26, lines 49-52 
and the "...when a threshold for said data is satisfied...," is taught by reed at col. 
89, lines 55-58 and col. 31 , lines 56-57. 

20. As per claim 19, the "...an information database...," is taught by 
Reed at col. 9, lines 20-21, 

the "...and program code for accessing said information database...," is taught by 
Reed at col. 67, lines 23-25 and col. 9, lines 20-21, 

and the "...for identifying and categorizing said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 
34, lines 4-7 and col. 7, lines 7-9. 

21 . As per claim 23, the "...comprising program code for defining at 
least one threshold...," is taught by Reed at col. 1 10, lines 38-42 and col. 89, 
lines 55-58 
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and the "...wherein a user is alerted when said at least one threshold is 
satisfied..." is taught by Reed at col. 56, lines 35-37, col. 89, lines 55-58, and col. 
31, lines 56-57. 

22. As per claim 29, the "...means for selecting said data according to 
said category thereof...," is taught by Reed at col. 68, lines 50-56 and col. 7, lines 
7-9, 

the "...wherein said means for reallocating only reallocates...," is taught by Wilson 
at col. 9, lines 9-14, 

and the "...said data selected thereby...," is taught by Reed at col. 68, lines 50- 
56. 

23. Claims 14, 20. and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reed and Wilson as applied to the claims above, and further 
in view of Luong et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.684,229). 

As per claim 14, the "...said graphic for displaying said categorized 
data...," is taught by Reed at col. 66, lines 19-26 and col. 7, lines 7-9, 
but the "...is a pie chart...," is not taught by either Reed or Wilson. 

However, Luong teaches the use of pie charts as follows: 

. . .As shown therein, the capacity monitor window includes 
a pie chart representation of the selected space and free 
space available on the secondary storage device, e.g., 
Genesis hard drive..." at col. 19, lines 23-29. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 

invention to combine Luong with Reed and Wilson to use pie charts in order to 

use a standard display procedure to represent the the total memory on a device 

as either "used" or "free" and to gain greater acceptance of the system. Reed, 
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Wilson, and Luong teach the use of related systems. They teach the use of 
computers, the use of databases, the use of networks, the use of files, the use of 
records, the use of data, the use of identifiers, the use of portions, and the use of 
users and Reed and Luong teach the use of formats. Reed provides the 
identification and categorizing of data, the use of storage devices, and providing 
alerts when thresholds are reached, Wilson provides the reassignment of 
portions of identified data, and Luong provides pie charts and file allocation 
tables, which are a class of file association tables. 

24, As per claim 20, the "...a file association table...," is taught by 
Luong at col. 14, lines 39-43, 

the "...and program code for accessing said file association table...," is taught by 
Luong at col. 7, lines 20-23 and col. 14, lines 39-43, 

and the "...for identifying and categorizing said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 
34, lines 4-7 and col. 7, lines 7-9. 

25. As per claim 21 , the "...said data is categorized...," is taught by 
Reed at col. 7, lines 7-9, 

the "...using said file association table...," is taught by Luong at col. 7, lines 20- 
23, 

the "...based on an identity of the application...," is taught by Reed at col. 78, 
lines 13-19 and col. 70, lines 31-36, 

and the "...that generated said data...," is taught by Reed at col. 69, lines 28-30. 
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26. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over reed and Wilson as applied to claims 12 above, and further in view of Slow 
et al, (U.S. Patent No. 6,301 ,590). 

As per claim 15, the "...said management interface displays information for 
said categorized data...," is taught by Reed at col. 16, lines 15-21, col. 26, lines 
49-52, and col. 7, lines 7-9, 

but the "...in a drill-down format...," is not taught by either Reed of Wilson. 

However, Slow teaches the use of drill-down formats as follows: 

^'...FIG. 7B illustrates one of the manipulations that the 
user may perform, namely a changing from a chart format to 
a drill-down chart format..." at col. 9, lines 33-35. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 

invention to combine Slow with Reed and Wilson to have drill-down formats in 

order to provide the user with the ability to click on a portion of a display and 

obtain greater detailed on the identified object. This increases the flexibility of the 

system. Reed, Wilson, and Slow teach the use of related applications. They 

teach the use of computers, the use of databases, the use of networks, the use 

of files, the use of data, the use of identifiers, and the use of users and Reed and 

Siow teach the use of formats. Reed provides the identification and categorizing 

of data, the use of storage devices, and providing alerts when thresholds are 

reached, Wilson provides the reassignment of portions of identified data, and 

Siow provides drill-down chart formats. 
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27. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reed and Wilson as applied to claim 23 above, and further in 
view of Gelb et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,018,060). 

As per claim 24, the "...said at least one threshold is a default...," is not 
taught by either Reed or Wilson. 

However, Gelb teaches the use of thresholds and defaults as follows: 

"...Unless otherwise selected, the defaults for all of the 
four storage groups are: auto-migration is enabled, 
automatic backup is enabled, no automatic dump is 
permitted, there are no migration thresholds set and a dump 
class is left blank..." at col. 10, lines 47-51. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 

invention to combine Gelb with Reed and Wilson to use thresholds with set 

default values in order to provide a warning to system users that a system 

resource such as a system disk is nearing complete use of its data storage 

capacity and to warn the users that unless a corrective action is taken that the 

system will become inoperable. This is a common practice for computers and this 

assists in the smooth running of a system. Reed, Wilson, and Gelb teach the use 

of related applications. They teach the use of computers, the use of databases, 

the use of files, the use of records, the use of data, the use of groups, the use of 

identifiers, the use of portions, and the use of users and Reed and Gelb teach 

the use of formats. Reed provides the identification and categorizing of data, the 

use of storage devices, and providing alerts when thresholds are reached, 

Wilson provides the reassignment of portions of identified data, and Gelb 

provides default thresholds and the role of capacities of storage devices. 
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28. As per claim 25, the "...said at least one threshold is based on 
available capacity of said storage device...," is taught by Gelb at col. 10, lines 19- 
24 and col. 4, lines 25-36. 

Response to Arguments 

29. Applicant's arguments filed 5 August 2004 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. In the first argument for independent 
claims 1,10, and 28 on page 5, paragraphs 3-5 and page 6, paragraphs 1 and 2, 
the Applicant states: 

"The Action asserts that the '325 patent teaches identifying data on a storage 
device, and cites column 20, lines 15-17 and column 70, lines 26-31 to support 
the rejection. Applicant disagrees. The cited text reads as follows: 

In addition to its composite type and composite value, each element 143 includes 
standard attributes such as system ID. name, description, version value, 
NewFlag, and HoldFlag. The system ID is a unique identification value in the 
database. Identification number assignments throughout the database are 
shown below. 

File data includes data available directly via operating system calls such as files, 
persistent system objects, or any other data stored directly in the users local or 
network computer environment including removable storage devices 
mechanisms such as floppy disk drives, CD-ROM drives, or tape drives. 

Nothing in the cited text discloses or suggests identifying data on a storage 
device, as recited in the claims. Applicants note that the system ID referenced in 
the cited text uniquely identifies a network component (see column 24, lines 53- 
65). The system ID does not identify data on a storage device." 

The Examiner disagrees. Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 

CFR 1.111(b) because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define 

a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the 

claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. A directory clearly 

identifies files on a storage devise. Data on the storage devise is organized into 
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files. The language of the claims does not distinguish a method of identifying 
data on a storage device from a directory. 

30. In the second argument for independent claims 1,10, and 28 on 
page 6, paragraphs 3-6, the Applicant states: 

The Action further asserts that the '325 patent teaches categorizing said 
identified data on a storage device, and cites column 7, lines 7-9 and column 20, 
lines 15-17 to support the rejection. Applicant disagrees. The cited text reads as 
follows: 

Each subject database covers a number of related interest topics under which all 
entries in the database are categorized. 

In addition to its composite type and composite value, each element 143 includes 
standard attributes such as system ID, name, description, version value, 
NewFlag, and HoldFlag. The system ID is a unique identification value in the 
database. Identification number assignments throughout the database are 
shown below. 

Nothing in the cited text discloses or suggests categorizing said identified data, 
as recited in the claims." 

The Examiner disagrees. Again Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 
CFR 1 ,1 1 1 (b) because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define 
a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the 
claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. There are many ways 
of categorizing data. Reed's use of subject databases is clearly an effective 
means of categorizing data. 

31 . In the third argument for independent claims 1,10, and 28 on page 
7, paragraph 4, the Applicant states: 

"Nothing in the cited text discloses or suggests reallocating data in a storage 
medium, much less reallocating identified data based on a category thereof, as 
recited in the claims." 
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The Examiner disagrees. Wilson teaches the reallocation of data as follows: 

"...To assist in accomplishing this desire, the apparatus 10 
preferably includes reassigning means for reassigning data 
groups from each of the plurality of biometric data groups 
2 5 to the additional biometric searching engine for 
performing a search of biometric data therefrom..." at col. 9, 
lines 9-14. 

When a group of data is reassigned it is allocated to a different set. This set may 

be either a new set or another existing set. For this reason the reassigning of 

data is also a reallocation of that data. 

32. In the fourth argument for independent claim 28 on page 7, 

paragraph 5 and page 8, paragraphs 1 and 2, the Applicant states: 

"Independent claim 28 further recites the limitation of "means for alerting a user 
when a threshold for said categorized data is satisfied." The Action asserts that 
the '325 patent teaches this limitation, and cites column 7, lines 7-9 and column 
89, lines 55-58 to support the rejection. Applicant disagrees. The cited text reads 
as follows: 

Each subject database covers a number of related interest topics under which all 
entries in the database are categorized. 

When this integer value reached a threshold, the termination method executes a 
notification method notifying the consumer, who may then take appropriate 
action. 

Nothing in the cited text discloses or suggests alerting a user when a threshold 
for said categorized data is satisfied, as recited in the claims. To the contrary, the 
integer value referenced in column 89, lines 55-58 is wholly unrelated to a 
threshold for categorized data, as recited in claim 28. 

The Examiner disagrees. The quoted text teaches the categorization of data and 
the notification of the user (customer) when a threshold is reached. This teaches 
the limitation "when a threshold for said categorized data is satisfied", which 



appears in independent claim 28. 
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34. In the fifth argument for claims 2-9, 1 1-27, and 29 on page 8, 
paragraph 4, the Applicant states: 

"The remaining claims depend ultimately from one of independent claims 1,10, 
or 28, and are allowable by virtue of their dependency. In addition, the remaining 
claims recite specific structural limitations neither disclosed nor suggested by the 
*325 patent, alone or in combination with the '159 patent. Accordingly, these 
rejections should be withdrawn." 

The Examiner disagrees. Since the responses to the first four arguments have 
shown that independent claims 1,10, and 28 are rendered obvious, claims 2-9 
depend on independent claim 1. claims 11-27 depend on independent claim 10, 
claim 29 depends on independent claim 28 and no additional arguments have 
been provided for any of the dependent claims, for claims 2-9, 1 1 -27, and 29 are 
also rendered obvious. 

Conclusion 

35. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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36. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Harold E. Dodds, Jr. 
whose telephone number is (571)-272-41 10. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner^s supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on (571)-272-4107. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR, Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 




Patent Examiner 
December 27, 2004 



